on functionalist tendencies, as the new technology is assumed to essentially function in terms of organizing, mobilizing, facilitating, strategizing, networking, mediating, exchanging, and connecting people with people, people with institutions, institutions with states, and states with citizens. In such narratives, the Internet has meaning as a communicative apparatus of either change or control. What the epistemic community of scholars seems to primarily agree upon is the functional paradigm that digital media imprints on politics.
The impact of digital technologies on politics, I suggest, is really a question of the sociology of knowledge. It is about how activists, advocates, and key thinkers, as well as ideas, rituals, and texts, produce ways of imagining technology, and discourse about it, in particular disciplines of knowledge; it is also about how individual or groups of writers, thinkers, and policymakers push ways of thinking about technology in political terms. What is absent in our academic discussions, however, is how our historically specific conceptions of technology are shaping political implications of technology.
This criticism would certainly apply to my own work: I have imagined technology within a set of values, institutions, and shared symbols and concepts in my particular social group (a network of academics researching and publishing on media technology), through which I concurrently imagine my social identity. For years I have imagined the Internet to be revolutionary, not only because the people who use it consider themselves revolutionary or think about it in revolutionary terms, but also due to the range of metaphors I have used-for example, "crowdsourcing," "information highway," "network of networks"-to convey a fluidly transformative understanding of the technology I was studying. 7 This has been the performative limit of my knowledge, the metaphorical structure of my experience with technology, as someone who writes, analyzes, and publishes in an academic community. Consider this short essay a confession of a liberation technologist.
So in light of how our knowledge of technology involves ways of imagining self and reality, I ask the following: What possibilities do digital technologies entail for the region and beyond? How do such technologies bear on citizenship, class, gender, regional politics, and/or sexuality? The answer to these questions is not straightforward, precisely because technological imaginaries, digital or otherwise, do not take place in isolation, but rather within contentious fields of human desires, fantasies, illusions, or even delusions, with which a host of experiential and interpretative possibilities are implicitly or explicitly in clash.
While digital technologies are not "blank slates," imagining them as empty conduits can be a powerful metaphor with which to reckon. When we speak of digital technologies as "just tools" for expression, mobilization, organization, or surveillance, we are already reading into the technology a tabula rasa of technological determinism with a distinct operational significance. We de-neutralize the technology we imagine as neutral and, in so doing, endow it with a magical force of empowerment or disempowerment. This is how technology becomes operational-not just through networks and interactive communication, not just by organizing electoral campaigns and rallies or by mobilizing dissent on the streets of Cairo or Tehran, but through frames of meaning that actors use to generate political cooperation or conflict. Equally important is how these frames reconfigure ordinary meaning when the technology becomes unavailable, considerably slowing the flow of connectivity but in return making it more effective, especially during political uprisings when a negative space permits the means to imagine reality in alternative, radical ways. As Navid Hassanpour has shown in the case of the sudden interruption of mass communication during political protests, as happened in Egypt, the absence of technological communication can accelerate mobilization and expand decentralized dissent. 8 This is primarily, I suggest, because of the opening of a space for imagining politics in the absence of technology. In this negative imaginary space, perception of political action without technology would instigate action because of technology's absence.
It is precisely these technological imaginaries, in the presence or absence of technology, that will configure the ways in which citizenship, class, gender, and sexuality are performed in complex public spaces of everyday life for varied political purposes. Either in urban streets or on digital highways, technological imaginaries leave their imprints in the ways they are employed, described, inscribed, instituted, challenged, and (re)configured to shifting contexts of cosmopolitan experiences of urban life in Algiers, Baghdad, Beirut, Cairo, Manama, Rabat, and Tehran. These imprints are present in what William Raymond calls "structures of feeling," a set of perceptions and values shared by a particular generation-the sort also shared by Internet activists such as Wael Ghonim, in the case of Egypt, and Mohammad Sadeghi Esfahlani, in the case of Iran, who frame the Internet as a revolutionary means of communication for the purpose of political activism. 9 The impact of digital technologies, then, is a matter of lived practices. It is about situated experiences as sites of contention and negotiation, experiences that ultimately undermine the simplistic binary between freedom and control and open up spaces of activism on the everyday street and digital levels, where identities and solidarities are forged but hardly devoid of power relations. These solidarities are shaped somewhere between strong and weak ties, and between street protests in urban neighborhoods and online activism. The desires, experiences, and visions are still alive in the forces that shape digital technologies today in the Middle East and beyond.
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